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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: In 
response to the 112, second paragraph rejection of claim 45, Applicant has deleted the language "for allowing seed 
biological cells to perfuse only outside the confined region in the chamber". Examiner stated that by deleting this 
limitation, the claim is rendered broader and reads on the newly cited prior art as discussed above. A discussion of the 
112, second paragraph made in the previous Office action was also made. Examiner explained that the 112, second 
paragraph rejection made in the previous Office action relates to whether the "biological cells" in the previously 
submitted claim 42, line 14, from which the previously submitted claim 45 depends, is distinguishable from "seed 
biological cells". It appears that Applicant intends for claim 45 to mean that the confined region allows seed biological 
cells but not larger biological cells to perfuse only outside the confined region, but this was not clear in the language of 
previously submitted claim 45. It is also not clear as to what Applicant means by "seed biological cells" and clarification 
as to it meaning is requested. Applicant's attorney stated that the skilled artisan would understand what "seed 
biological cells" mean and that Applicants attorney can cite articles to show this. Examiner stated that as a courtesy, 
the Office action in response to Applicant's amendment of September 27, 2007 will be made non-final to allow 
Applicant an opportunity to clarify claim 45 if Applicant wishes to reinstate limitations regarding "seed biological cells".* 



